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Form
 Follows Fun: A conversation w

ith Interboro

Jack Lipson, Jonathan M
olloy and Sam

 Zeif, M
.Arch I, ‘18

Interboro Partners is a New
 York City based architecture, 

urban design, and planning office that specializes 

in the design of public places. Interboro’s participatory, 

place-specific approach builds on w
hat's there and deploys 

sim
ple, resourceful design solutions to create open, 

accessible environm
ents that work for everyone. This 

interview
 was conducted w

ith Interboro Principal and 

Co-founder Daniel D’Oca.

Could you describe the role of play in your work?

As far as participation goes, we always try to m
ake 

engagem
ent as fun and as playful as possible. In, say, the 

design of a public space or a m
aster plan, you won't get 

people to talk about the issues unless you m
ake it fun to do 

so. W
e try to create spaces that bring m

any different kinds 

of people together, and we believe that you can't do that 

w
ithout engagem

ent. Nothing we do starts w
ith a sketch or 

a com
puter m

odel. It starts w
ith asking people w

hat they 

would want. After all, we're designing spaces that we don't 

live in, planning for neighborhoods that we're not from
. It's 

not ours, it's theirs. So we consider ourselves public 

servants, trying to m
ake spaces that people want and w

ill 

use. 

Right now, we're working on a cityw
ide plan for Cam

bridge, 

and we are trying to reach as m
any people 

as possible, particularly including those w
ho norm

ally 

wouldn't com
e to a m

eeting on a Tuesday evening at 

6 o'clock. Our m
ain device is a series of ‘intercepts’—

 

through w
hich we try to m

eet people w
here they are. 

W
e m

ade a gigantic m
odel of the city that's portable, 

and we take it around and set it up on street corners. W
hen 

you put it out on the street, it creates a public space in 

itself. It's an interactive m
odel, so people can draw

 on 

it, etc. W
e also have a newspaper that we m

ake as a part of 

the planning process, that tries to teach people and 

em
power people w

ith know
ledge about w

hat planning is, 

and w
hat the effects of the planning process are like on a 

city like Cam
bridge. 

How
 do you m

anage the m
any opinions you m

ust receive?

 
I don't m

ean to im
ply that as designers or planners we 

should only be listeners, and that if som
ebody says they 

want X, we give them
 X. W

e are experts, and we do know
 

things, and we should be a resource as m
uch as anything, 

and work to open people's m
inds to consider all other 

possibilities. The trick is to find a way to open a dialogue to 

learn from
 each other. Ultim

ately, the project is theirs, and 

they should ow
n it. Part of participatory design is the 

essential elem
ent of building trust.

How
 do you see your ideas of participation translating into 

architectural form
? It seem

s like once you have satisfied 

the goals of the users, that form
 is actually, for you, play?

I think that is really well put. W
hen we were designing the 

furniture for M
oM

A PS1 [Holding Pattern], there was this 

m
om

ent w
here we had talked to all these people, had these 

ideas of things that people that needed, like lifeguard 

chairs, a rock-clim
b wall, but we hadn’t really asked, “How

 

do you want it to look?” W
hat we decided to do was to 

design it in a “Judd Vernacular" – we kind of thought it was 

funny that after all, our client was the M
useum

 of M
odern 

Art, so we decided to design the furniture in a way 

m
im

icking the sensibilities of the institution. This created 

an accidental, but welcom
ed tension between the kind of 

things that people wanted, but done in an aesthetic that 

they didn’t necessarily ask for.

Badm
in

to
n?

Je
nny Fonte

not, 
M
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rc
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In
 th

e years
 p

ast, 
Yale

 arc
hite

ctu
re

 stu
dents

 w
ould

 ta
ke 

part 
in

 an annual c
ere

m
onia

l p
ra

ctic
e fo

rm
ally

 know
n as 

“In
iti

atio
n.” It

 w
as a sort 

of h
azin

g ri
tu

al h
oste

d b
y th

e 

second year g
ra

duate
 stu

dents
 fo

r t
he fi

rs
t y

ears
 as a ri

te
 of 

passage. I 
won’t 

go in
to

 to
o m

uch d
eta

il,
 b

ut t
o sum

 th
in

gs 

up, it
 in

volved p
le

nty
 of d

rin
kin

g and a le
vel o

f c
haos th

at 

la
rg

ely
 th

re
ate

ned th
e p

ris
tin

eness of t
he n

ew
ly

 re
novate

d 

Rudolp
h H

all (
and m

ost i
m

port
antly

, t
o our f

orm
er D

ean’s 

concern
, t

he p
aprik

a carp
et).

 R
elu

cta
nt t

o succum
b to

 th
e 

adm
in

istra
tio

n’s b
an of t

he event, 
th

e cla
ss of 2

011
 m

ade 

th
e executiv

e d
ecisio

n to
 fo

llo
w

 tr
aditi

on and th
re

w, w
hat 

becam
e, t

he la
st h

urra
h. T

hey p
oked th

e b
ear, 

and it
 b

it 

back. In
iti

atio
n, 6

 on 7,
 and all f

orm
s of s

tu
dent e

vents
 th

at 

in
volved alc

ohol c
onsum

ptio
n w

ere
 b

anned fo
r a

 sem
este

r.

Durin
g th

is fo
rm

id
able

 d
ro

ught, 
Viv

ia
n H

su and K
eith

 

Jo
hns, c

la
ss of 2

011,
 p

ut o
n th

eir 
com

m
issio

ner c
ro

w
ns and 

com
m

enced th
e very

 fi
rs

t Y
SOA B

adm
in

to
n Tourn

am
ent. 

In
 an in

te
rv

ie
w

 w
ith

 M
s. H

su, s
he sta

te
d th

at “
th

ere
 w

as 

th
is openin

g fo
r a

 socia
l e

vent t
hat c

ould
 ti

e th
e school 

to
geth

er.”
 T

he B
adm

in
to

n Tourn
am

ent i
s n

ot j
ust a

 sill
y 

fo
rm

 of l
eisure

, b
ut i

t h
as com

ple
te

ly
 em

bedded it
self 

in
to

 our s
tu

dio
 cultu

re
. It

 g
iv

es a sense of c
om

m
unity

, a
n 

in
te

rfa
ce b

etw
een all y

ears
 of t

he Y
SOA, a

nd an escape 

fro
m

 our c
om

pute
r s

cre
ens. I 

can ju
st s

ee th
e sm

irk
 on P

aul 

Rudolp
h’s fa

ce. T
here

 h
as to

 b
e a re

ason w
hy h

e d
esig

ned 

th
e p

it 
to

 b
e th

e p
erfe

ct s
ize fo

r a
 b

adm
in

to
n court

. 

As som
ew

hat j
arri

ng as it
 seem

s to
 b

e, t
o th

ose w
ho 

in
iti

ally
 fi

nd out t
hat a

 b
unch of n

erd
y arc

hite
ctu

re
 kid

s 

are
 p

la
yin

g b
adm

in
to

n in
 b

etw
een th

eir 
desks, it

 all b
egin

s 

to
 m

ake sense w
hen w

e th
in

k about w
ho w

e are
. W

e are
 

cre
ativ

es w
ho u

nders
ta

nd h
ow

 to
 p

ro
gra

m
 space effic

ie
nt-

ly
 and effectiv

ely. A
s th

e core
 of R

udolp
h H

all,
 th

e fo
urth

 

floor c
om

m
unal “

pit”
 tr

ansfo
rm

s b
etw

een an in
tim

id
atin

g 

sta
ge fo

r f
orm

al r
evie

ws and our o
w

n p
ers

onal a
re

na. 

Surro
unded b

y a kale
id

oscope of p
oste

rs
, s

om
e outra

geous 

and oth
ers

 m
ore

 so, w
e te

ll t
he sto

ry
 of o

ur s
port 

to
 all w

ho 

visit 
our b

uild
in

g—
hung as a consta

nt r
em

in
der t

hat w
hen 

we p
la

y, 
we p

la
y to

 w
in

. W
e p

la
y b

ecause at t
hat m

om
ent 

w
hen it

’s 2
am

 and w
e’re

 so fr
ustra

te
d w

e ju
st w

ant t
o h

it 

som
eth

in
g, w

e g
ra

b a ra
cket a

nd sm
ack a b

ird
ie

. W
hile

 th
e 

noises m
ay b

e d
istra

ctin
g w

hen you’re
 tr

yin
g to

 g
et w

ork
 

done, it
’s a g

re
at r

em
in

der t
hat w

e h
ave a lit

tle
 fu

n over 

here
, a

nd m
aybe, o

nce and w
hile

, t
hat’s

 a g
ood th

in
g.
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In
 a school o

f a
rc

hite
ctu

re
, a

ll h
ours

 are
 consum

ed b
y 

work
 as w

e te
nd to

 eagerly
 fi

ll e
very

 fr
ee ti

m
e w

ith
 

obsessiv
e p

ro
ductio

n. W
here

 d
oes P

la
y fi

t i
nto

 th
is lo

op? 

Pla
yfu

ln
ess h

as in
 m

any w
ays b

ecom
e an aesth

etic
 

exte
nsio

n or a
 concept u

sed to
 m

ere
ly

 d
escrib

e and 

re
pre

sent t
he in

te
ntio

ns of W
ork

. P
la

y, 
in

 our fi
eld

, f
alls

 

under W
ork

. C
an w

e re
th

in
k th

e re
la

tio
nship

 b
etw

een 

th
e tw

o th
ro

ugh A
la

n W
atts

’ a
s h

e says, “
th

e re
al s

ecre
t 

of l
ife

 [i
s] t

o b
e com

ple
te

ly
 engaged w

ith
 w

hat y
ou are

 

doin
g in

 th
e h

ere
 and n

ow. A
nd in

ste
ad of c

alli
ng it

 w
ork

, 

re
aliz

e it
 is

 p
la

y.” P
la

y is
 stru

ctu
re

 w
ith

 chaos, f
ra

m
ework

 

w
ith

 curio
sity

, a
rc

hite
ctu

ra
l w

him
sy w

ith
in

 th
e conven-

tio
ns. P

la
y is

 u
sed to

 engage and u
sed to

 escape; b
oth

 as 

m
odes of e

xperim
enta

tio
n and com

petit
io

n—
th

ere
 is

 a 

ro
ote

d sense of f
re

edom
 u

nlo
cked w

ith
in

 it
s p

ro
m

ise. 

Rudolp
h H

all,
 arg

uably
 th

e m
ost d

om
in

ant a
nd im

posin
g 

stru
ctu

re
 on cam

pus, y
et o

nce cra
cked open, a

 sw
irl

in
g 

m
ass of e

nerg
y, 

id
eas and chip

board
 b

ounces w
ith

in
 th

ese 

walls
, a

 w
orld

 of p
la

y. 

The views expressed in Paprika do not represent those of the Yale School 

of Architecture. Please send all com
m

ents and corrections to 

paprika.ysoa@
gm

ail.com
. To read Paprika! online, please visit our 

website, yalepaprika.com
. Paprika! receives no funding from

 the 

School of Architecture. W
e thank GPSS and the Yale University 

Art Gallery for their support.
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A m
an appro

aches anoth
er o

n th
e sid

ewalk
 in

 a re
la

tiv
ely

 

tig
ht s

hot o
ver t

he second m
an’s should

er. 
The fi

rs
t m

an 

asks fo
r a

 lig
ht. 

The second m
an g

estu
re

s to
 th

e le
ft 

and 

as th
e cam

era
 p

ulls
 b

ack it
 re

veals th
at t

he tw
o m

en h
ave 

been ta
lk

in
g th

ro
ugh a w

in
dow, o

ne in
sid

e, o
ne outs

id
e.

W
e h

ave ente
re

d in
to

 th
e w

orld
 of J

acques Tati,
 one w

here
 

th
e stra

ngeness of m
odern

 conventio
n elic

its
 contin

ual 

conundru
m

s and p
ara

doxes, in
 w

hic
h it

s in
habita

nts
 

com
plic

ity
 opera

te
 u

nin
te

rru
pte

d. It
 is

 only
 Tati’

s chara
cte

r, 

M
onsie

ur H
ulo

t, 
th

ro
ugh th

e chore
ogra

phy of a
w

kward
 

in
te

ra
ctio

ns, t
hat w

e w
itn

ess obje
ctiv

ely
 th

e ri
dic

ulo
usness 

of h
is enviro

nm
ent.

Ble
ak and d

re
adfu

lly
 re

petit
io

us, T
ati’

s w
orld

 is
 com

posed 

of i
dentic

al In
te

rn
atio

nalis
t b

uild
in

gs cla
d in

 g
re

y ste
el 

and g
re

y m
arb

le
, m

eetin
g th

e g
re

y sid
ewalk

 w
here

 p
eople

 

in
 g

re
y suits

 avoid
 g

re
y cars

. 

Lik
e p

ushin
g a ro

pe, it
 is

 a w
orld

 th
at i

s care
fu

l n
ot t

o 

re
ward

 th
e effort 

of a
m

biti
on or p

ro
ductiv

ity
. A

s H
ulo

t 

ente
rs

 an enorm
ous and m

ostly
 em

pty
 offic

e b
uild

in
g, 

he is
 m

et w
ith

 an eld
erly

 d
oorm

an w
ho is

 b
efu

ddle
d b

y th
e 

overly
 com

ple
x p

agin
g syste

m
, w

ho th
en calls

 a m
an w

ho 

is fo
rc

ed to
 w

alk
 d

ow
n an absurd

ly
 lo

ng h
allw

ay, 
only

 to
 

park
 H

ulo
t i

n a w
aiti

ng ro
om

 w
here

 h
e is

 fo
rg

otte
n.

In
 anoth

er w
aiti

ng ro
om

, in
 anoth

er fi
lm

 about t
he 

alie
natio

n of m
an in

 th
e m

id
st o

f h
is m

odern
ist w

orld
, 

Ors
on W

elle
s’ a

dapta
tio

n of F
ra

nz K
afk

a’s T
he Tria

l (
19

62) 

begin
s w

ith
 an alle

gory
 of a

 m
an w

ho is
 le

ft 
to

 w
ait 

on 

a b
ench b

efo
re

 th
e entra

nce to
 th

e la
w, o

nly
 to

 d
ie

 afte
r 

an ete
rn

ity
 of w

aiti
ng fo

r p
erm

issio
n to

 ente
r. 

The fi
nal 

dia
lo

gue b
etw

een th
e m

an and th
e g

uard
 (a

dapte
d fr

om
 

Kafk
a’s te

xt) 
suggests

 it
 w

as m
ere

ly
 th

e m
an’s u

nw
ill

in
g-

ness to
 q

uestio
n or p

urs
ue h

is adm
itt

ance th
at l

ed to
 h

is 

te
rm

in
ally

 lo
ng w

ait.

“Every
 m

an stri
ves to

 atta
in

 th
e la

w. H
ow

 is
 it

 th
en, 

th
at i

n all t
hese years

 n
o one else h

as ever c
om

e 

here
 seekin

g adm
itt

ance?”

“No one else b
ut y

ou could
 ever h

ave obta
in

ed 

adm
itt

ance. N
o one else could

 ente
r t

his d
oor. 

This d
oor w

as in
te

nded only
 fo

r y
ou.”

If 
Kafk

a’s alle
gory

 is
 a d

em
onstra

tio
n of b

io
power a

t 

work
—

th
e d

enia
l o

f e
ntra

nce b
y a g

uard
, t

he m
an’s 

weak p
hysic

al s
ta

te
 as h

e w
aits

 to
 ente

r, 
and fi

nally
 h

is 

death
—

th
en H

ulo
t o

pera
te

s in
 th

e sam
e m

ediu
m

, o
nly

 

his aw
kward

 appro
ach, t

he b
um

blin
g, u

nassum
in

g la
ck of 

coord
in

atio
n, is

 h
ow

 H
ulo

t’s
 b

ody n
egotia

te
s th

e p
olit

ic
s 

of c
ontro

l in
 th

e m
odern

ist w
orld

 ord
er. 

Every
 m

isste
p, m

iscom
m

unic
atio

n, a
nd d

ouble
 re

adin
g 

is m
eant t

o q
uestio

n an assum
ably

 ra
tio

nal e
nviro

nm
ent. 

The m
in

iscule
, o

vers
een d

eta
ils

 of b
odily

 in
te

ra
ctio

n 

becom
e enorm

ous chara
cte

rs
: A

 squeaky chair,
 a p

oorly
 

adhere
d d

ecora
tiv

e fl
oor t

ile
 h

ave th
e capacity

 to
 u

ndo th
e 

world
, a

nd contin
uously

 re
cur t

o u
pset e

ffic
ie

nt o
pera

tio
ns.

Both
 fi

lm
s w

ish to
 show

 th
eir 

chara
cte

rs
 awash in

 

gra
ndio

se m
odern

ist b
uild

in
g la

ndscapes surro
unded 

by stra
ngers

 in
te

re
ste

d in
 d

ire
ctin

g th
e actio

ns of 

oth
ers

. W
here

 W
elle

s p
ortr

ays w
ork

 as a w
are

house 

conta
in

in
g a sea of t

ig
htly

 p
acked d

esks, e
ach w

ith
 

an opera
to

r t
ypin

g away p
ro

ducin
g a te

rri
fic n

oise, H
ulo

t 

ente
rs

 a g
rid

 of d
iscre

te
 cubic

le
s, e

qually
 as m

undane, 

but p
la

yfu
lly

 u
ncoord

in
ate

d. F
irs

t s
curry

in
g th

ro
ugh lik

e 

a m
ouse in

 a m
aze, H

ulo
t v

ie
ws th

e specta
cle

 fr
om

 th
e 

m
ezzanin

e and is
 w

itn
ess to

 th
e g

am
e of s

heer i
rra

tio
nali-

tie
s and contra

dic
tio

ns th
at p

la
y out.

Hulo
t’s

 in
nocence q

uestio
ns every

th
in

g. H
is p

la
yfu

l 

gestu
re

s and p
erp

etu
al in

-th
e-w

ay-n
ess offers

 an 

answer t
o u

nconscio
usly

 lo
sin

g one’s ow
n contro

l in
 

th
e m

odern
 w

orld
: b

e p
la

yfu
l. P

la
y is

 n
ot j

ust a
n antid

ote
 

to
 w

ork
, t

hen, b
ut a

 m
eans of i

dentif
yin

g syste
m

s of 

contro
l a

nd stre
ngth

enin
g th

e p
erc

eptio
n th

at o
ne 

opera
te

s am
ong th

em
 ra

th
er t

han w
ith

in
 th

em
. O

ne could
 

im
agin

e, if
 H

ulo
t w

ere
 to

 com
e b

efo
re

 th
e la

w
 in

 K
afk

a’s 

sto
ry

, h
e’d

 accid
enta

lly
 stu

m
ble

 th
ro

ugh th
e d

oorw
ay 

seekin
g th

e re
stro

om
. 

Architectural production, well played

or things I say to feel like less of a sellout

Lani Barry, M
.Arch I, ‘19

At This Land, threadbare tire heaps, derelict refrigerators 

and m
ud puddles are tools for exploratory play. In this 

space, unsupervised kids turn old spring m
attresses into 

im
prom

ptu tram
polines and fire pits into self-organized, 

snack-tim
e com

m
issaries. This entropic playscape of 

quotidian objects is part of a recent resurgence of the 

‘adventure playground,’ a play typology developed by 

English landscape architect M
arjory Allen in the 1940s.1 

Adventure playgrounds are sites of loose, non-

determ
inistic design that are in constant flux. W

hile 

the playgrounds are stocked w
ith fam

iliar objects and 

tools, kids becom
e ersatz designers of their environm

ent 

and are encouraged to repurpose objects, build new
 

play structures and reinvent the playground’s organiza-

tion as they see fit.  

 
Adventure playgrounds assum

e the intelligence and 

agency of their users and prom
ote a philosophy of play 

radically different from
 the standardized, designed-

for-safety, padded Consum
er Product Safety Com

m
ission 

playgrounds of m
y youth. This philosophy of play 

em
braces a DIY ethos and posits calculated risk as 

an unequivocal tool for learning. In the adventure 

playground, play extends beyond an opportunity for 

sim
ulation of the im

aginary, and becom
es a m

ode of 

experim
entation, a way to test the im

aginary IRL. In this 

environm
ent, the products of im

agination are situated 

w
ithin a landscape of the ordinary and subject to 

real-world factors, such as social norm
s, gravity and 

potential physical harm
. This uncensored, open-ended 

play m
akes the adventure playground a site for develop-

ing the skill of “m
ake believe.”

 
The ability to instantiate the “m

ake believe” into 

existence via real-world testing parallels the process 

of architectural production. As architects, iterative 

feedback loops of m
odels, draw

ings, dialogue and 

buildings are ways of testing architectural concepts. 

However, the prom
ise of the adventure playground’s 

philosophy of play, lies in its em
brace of possibility: 

there are no pre-defined rules or objectives im
posed by 

adults, rather play is a m
ode exploration w

here the 

function of ordinary objects are questioned and appropri-

ated for new
 use. W

hat if the adventure playground’s 

radical approach to play becam
e a M

.O. for architects? 

M
ight the notion of play, offer a m

ode for a new
 type 

of architecture? How
 m

ight the skill of “m
ake believe” 

dissolve the false dichotom
y between architectures 

of speculation and practice? M
oreover, how

 can inserting 

the adventure playground ethos of play in architectural 

production expand beyond a play of child-like nostalgia, 

or dim
inution of play in architecture as an aesthetic?

 
The approach to play in architectural production has 

m
any precedents including the Situationists w

ho 

theorized play as a m
ethod of cultural critique, Cedric 

Price’s open-ended pedagogical experim
ents at the 

AA such as the AD/AA/Polyark bus tour, and the Eam
es 

Office w
hich fam

ously m
ixed work, living, and play. 

However, the transform
ative possibilities for play in 

architectural production today run risk of im
plosion 

under late capitalism
. Sianne Ngai’s theorization of the 

“zany” problem
atizes the blurring of play and work as a 

sym
ptom

 of late capitalism
 w

hich inform
s the production, 

proliferation and consum
ption of culture. The zany’s 

“perform
ance of affective labor,” becom

es an aesthetic 

trope endem
ic across our cultural m

ilieu (on HGTV 

Design Star and perhaps even w
ithin architecture studio 

reviews), w
hose dispersed, often uncritical deploym

ent 

posits serious challenges to play as a conscious m
ode 

of production.2 Ironically, one way to address this 

dilem
m

a is through play, interrogating the possibilities 

of play in architectural production through m
ore 

open-ended experim
entation.  And so, as students of 

architecture, the studio becom
es not just the site for 

honing the skills of m
ake-believe, but perhaps a place 

to experim
ent w

ith just how
 seriously we should play. 

1 

Rosin, Hanna, “The Overprotected Kid.” The Atlantic, (April 2014).  

2 
Sianne Ngai, Our Aesthetic Categories.  (Cam

bridge: Harvard 

University Press, 2012), 234.
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g D
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r “

Arc
hite

ctu
re

 and S
urre

alis
m

” b
y N

eil S
pill

er

Ja
ne W

eng, M
.E

.D
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To say som
eth

in
g is

 surre
al is

 to
 evoke th

e u
ncanny and 

th
e u

nfa
m

ili
ar; 

obje
cts

 w
hic

h b
rid

ge re
alit

y and d
re

am
s, 

conscio
usness and subconscio

usness. If
 arc

hite
ctu

ra
l 

space, o
n th

e contra
ry

, h
as to

, b
y d

efiniti
on, b

e g
ro

unded 

in
 re

alit
y, 

th
en is

 it
 p

ossib
le

 fo
r a

rc
hite

ctu
re

 to
 b

e surre
al, 

and if
 so, h

ow
? 

Spill
er a

ppro
aches th

e re
la

tio
nship

 b
etw

een arc
hite

ctu
re

 

and surre
alis

m
 th

ro
ugh fo

ur d
iff

ere
nt v

anta
ge p

oin
ts

: 

th
e h

um
an b

ody, 
arc

hite
ctu

re
, t

he city
, a

nd th
e b

io
sphere

. 

He exam
in

es th
e p

ossib
ili

ty
 of c

hannelin
g re

alit
y and 

dre
am

s at t
hese fo

ur s
cale

s w
ith

 a specifi
c em

phasis on 

te
chnolo

gy. F
or S

pill
er, 

te
chnolo

gy b
ecom

es a g
ate

way 

to
ward

s th
e surre

al, a
 to

ol t
hro

ugh w
hic

h arc
hite

ctu
re

 

can, it
self,

 achie
ve a tr

anscendent q
ualit

y b
eyond 

its
 p

hysic
al r

estra
in

ts
. T

hro
ugh n

um
ero

us case stu
die

s, 

Spill
er d

iscusses th
e oth

erw
orld

lin
ess of c

yborg
s, 

cybern
etic

s, s
m

art 
arc

hite
ctu

re
 and citi

es th
at l

earn
, 

m
em

oriz
e and g

ro
w. F

or h
im

, t
echnolo

gy is
 n

ot j
ust 

a sourc
e of h

appin
ess and p

ro
gre

ss b
ut r

ath
er, 

a seem
in

g 

optim
ism

 of t
echnolo

gy is
 alw

ays in
 th

e d
anger o

f b
ein

g 

eclip
sed b

y it
s d

ark
 sid

e. 

It 
is u

ndenia
ble

 th
at t

echnolo
gy h

as b
een essentia

l 

to
 cre

atin
g m

odern
-d

ay surre
al e

xperie
nces; h

owever, 

to
 say th

at t
echnolo

gy is
 g

enera
tin

g th
e arc

hite
ctu

ra
l 

uncanny, 
to

 b
orro

w
 V

id
le

r’s
 p

hra
se, m

ay b
e a lit

tle
 

fa
r-

fe
tc

hed. W
hile
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 is

 tr
ue th

at a
n estra

ngin
g te

chnolo
gy 

can challe
nge our b

elie
fs

 or a
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nate
 u

s fr
om

 our b
odie

s 

and our h
om

es, w
hen experie

nced again
 and again
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e n

ovelty
 of n

ew
 sensatio

ns ty
pic

ally
 w

ears
 off and 
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es th

e affirm
ed re

alit
y it

self.
 In
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is sense, t

he 

shock th
at i

s w
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nte
d b

y n
ew
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chnolo

gy fa
lls

 outs
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e 

th
e surre

al.

Surre
alis

m
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ot s

o m
uch a p
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duct o

f t
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y th
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n of o
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e p
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noia
 em
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in
 th
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oundary

 

of t
he senses and m

em
orie

s w
hic

h alre
ady exist w

ith
in

. 

In
 th

e surre
al w

orld
, w

here
by a colle

ctiv
e h

isto
ry

 is
 ju

st 

as im
port

ant a
s th

e fu
tu

re
, a

nd th
e fo

rg
otte

n are
 th

e 

sourc
es of o

ur p
ara

noia
, S

pill
er i

nste
ad fo

cuses h
is 

discussio
n on th

e m
uscle

s and b
ones of t

echnolo
gy it

self,
 

la
yin

g h
is eyes on th

e fu
tu

re
. T

echnolo
gy is

 only
 one of 

th
e m

eans to
 channel d

re
am

s and re
alit

y, 
brin

g th
e d

ead 

to
 lif

e and re
call w

hat’s
 b

een lo
ng fo

rg
otte

n.

Spill
er t

ends to
 em

phasize th
e u

ncanny p
sycholo

gic
al 

sensatio
ns stir

re
d b

y th
e te

chnolo
gic

ally
-e

nable
d surre

al 

enviro
nm

ent. 
Surre

alis
m

 p
ro

vid
es u

s w
ith

 a re
vers

ed 

re
in

fo
rc

em
ent t

hera
py, 

it 
challe

nges th
e d

istri
butio

n of 

th
e sensib
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 and offers

 a fr
esh sta

rt 
fo

r d
esig

ners
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Space fo
r L

eisure
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ork
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W
hat o

ught w
e to

 d
o w

hen at l
eisure

? C
le

arly
 

we ought n
ot t

o b
e am

usin
g ours

elves, f
or t

hen 

am
usem

ent w
ould

 b
e th

e end of l
ife

.

—
Aris

to
tle

, P
olit

ic
s, B

ook E
ig

ht, 
Part 

Thre
e

M
an h

as lo
ng p

re
dic

te
d and im

agin
ed a w

orld
 w

here
 

te
chnolo

gy ta
kes com

m
and. A

lth
ough th

is h
ad b

een an 

age-o
ld

 p
re

m
ise—

or i
ndeed a p

ro
m

ise—
th

e w
ait 

fo
r t

he 

end of w
ork

 g
oes on. R

ath
er t

han u
sin

g advancem
ents

 

in
 te

chnolo
gy to

 fr
ee in

div
id

uals fr
om

 la
bor, 

it 
has b

een 

used to
 keep th

em
 la

borin
g. In

ste
ad of p

re
figurin

g a n
ew

 

le
isure

 socie
ty

 and g
iv

in
g th

e w
ork

-fr
ee h

um
an n

ew
 w

ays 

to
 spend th

e d
ay, 

m
ost s

paces fo
r l

eisure
 h

ave only
 serv

ed 

to
 d

eepen th
e coffers

 of t
hose w

ho contro
l t

he m
odes of 

pro
ductio

n. W
heth

er i
n th

em
e p

ark
s or s

hoppin
g m

alls
, 

le
isure

 h
as b

een an in
dulg

ence w
hic

h re
quire

s m
ore

 la
bor 

in
 ord

er t
o enjo

y.

W
hile

 th
e end of c

apita
lis

m
 th

ro
ugh a p

seudo-M
arx

ist 

re
volu

tio
n com

es to
 m

in
d as a solu

tio
n to

 th
ese n

egativ
e 

circ
um

sta
nces, e

ven th
e b

old
est a

nd m
ost o

ptim
istic

 

of l
eisure

 spaces d
o n

ot f
ully

 d
o away w

ith
 fo

rm
s of l

abor. 

Consta
nt’s

 fa
m

ous N
ew

 B
abylo

n, f
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nce, im
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es 
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 w

here
 te
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um
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om
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y b
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e consum

m
ate
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f o

ur 
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he N
ew

 B
abylo
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ns w
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eedom
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 m

ake and re
m

ake th
eir 

enviro
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ent b
y tr

ansporti
ng 
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hite

ctu
ra

l e
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ents

, u
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g th
em

 to
 cre

ate
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ew
 

spaces. H
owever, 

even th
ough N

ew
 B

abylo
nia

ns 

cre
ativ

ely
 p

arti
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ate
 w

ith
in

 th
e kin

etic
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, t

heir 

fre
edom

 of m
ovem

ent i
s u

nderm
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ey are

 u
nable

 

to
 contro

l t
heir 

w
here

abouts
. B

y b
rid

gin
g d

ista
nt 

te
rri

to
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s th
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ugh th
e u

se of a
rte
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etw
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s, C
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nt 

in
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nded to
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nexpecte
d ‘s
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to
 a p

oin
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f c
onfu

sio
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gin

g in
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uals to
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to
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ese d
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te
 experie

nces and u
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m
ate

ly
 awaken 

th
em

 fr
om

 p
assiv

ity
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y fo
rc

in
g th

em
 to

 engage w
ith

 th
eir 

surro
undin

gs.
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A sim
ila

rly
 d

isorie
ntin

g space is
 Lin

a B
o B

ard
i’s

 S
ESC 

Pom
péia

, a
 re

cre
atio

n cente
r f

ashio
ned fr

om
 an 

abandoned d
ru

m
 fa

cto
ry

 in
 S

ao P
aolo

, B
ra

zil.
 Leisure

 

suppla
nts

 th
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dustri
al, a

nd m
uch lik

e N
ew

 B
abylo

n, 

Bo B
ard

i w
ante

d S
ESC P

om
péia

 to
 b

e a socia
l c

ondenser 

w
hic

h d
enie

d, in
 th

is case, t
he stri

fe
 and u

nre
st i

n B
ra

zil.
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Bo B
ard

i a
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r e
ffects
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onfu

sio
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 N
ew
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ro
ugh th

e u
se of i

nte
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al c
onduits

, s
tre

ets
, 

or s
ky-b

rid
ges th

at d
eny le

gib
ili

ty
 and easy w

ayfindin
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The b
rin

gin
g to
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er o

f d
isju

nctiv
e p

la
yscapes such 

as a b
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walk
 w

ith
 a ra

in
fo

re
st b

ackdro
p, a

 b
each fo

r 

sunbath
in

g, a
nd an in

door p
ond fo

r c
om

m
unal fi

shin
g 

not o
nly

 re
quire

 p
hysic

al p
arti

cip
atio

n, b
ut d

em
and a 

psycholo
gic

al r
esponse as w

ell.

Both
 N

ew
 B

abylo
n and S

ESC P
om

péia
 expose th

e 

in
here

nt c
ontra

dic
tio

ns seen in
 spaces d

esig
ned fo

r l
iv

es 

of l
eisure

. F
re

ed fr
om

 la
bor, 

we w
ould

 b
e able

 to
 fu

lfi
l o

ur 

pote
ntia

l t
hro

ugh acts
 of c

re
ativ

ity
; t

o p
ro

m
ote

 th
is 

cre
ativ

ity
 w

e re
quire

 u
nexpecte

d encounte
rs

 w
ith

 p
eople

 

or p
la

ces; t
o fa

cili
ta

te
 th

ese encounte
rs

, s
paces n

ot o
nly

 

need to
 b

e u
npre

dic
ta

ble
 to

 p
ro

vid
e surp

ris
e and 

stim
ula

tio
n, b

ut a
lso h

ig
hly

 p
re

scrip
tiv

e in
 d
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g th
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habita
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cre
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e b
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o b
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ith FUHAHAHA FRIENDS

Sungwoo Choi, M
.Arch I, ‘17 + Hyeree Kwak, M

.Arch I, ‘18

FHHH Friends is a 4 year-old office in South Korea 

founded by three architects Yoon, Han, and Han. They 

try to experim
ent and expand the scope of architecture 

but they only talk and not do. Their first project 

‘Earth-W
all’ won honorable awards and received 

great appraisal, but lately they feel forgotten. 

They need som
e love. 

How
 did you decide on the nam

e of your practice?

FHHH: At first we didn’t even have a nam
e. There was a 

m
om

ent w
hen we had to subm

it our business nam
e 

som
ew

here. Yoon was on-site working on the Earth-W
all 

project, and Han was working in his previous office. 

So I just nam
ed it Fuhahaha. The ‘friends’ part cam

e 

later. W
ell, we didn’t know

 w
hat we were. W

ill we design? 

W
e didn’t know

 w
hat we would be doing and wasn’t sure 

if we would continue to do architecture. W
e thought 

about running a barbershop or a bookstore. W
e knew

 

that we would be doing som
ething together so I added 

‘friends’. If we knew
 that we were going to be doing 

architecture, we would have called it FHHH Architects.

 
You started off w

ith three friends, but now
 that your 

office is grow
ing in size, how

 do you hire m
ore ‘friends’? 

F: In our old office (DM
P), we had a good thing going w

hen 

the office was sm
all. But as DM

P grew
 in size, it becam

e 

a typical ‘com
pany.’ W

e knew
 we didn’t want that, so 

we have been very careful in hiring people. W
e m

ake sure 

that we hire people we find interesting. Good designer, 

but silly in character. People w
ith im

perfections, that’s 

how
 you have fun, you know

? W
e don’t want som

eone 

too sm
art, they’d be too cool for us. 

M
ost architects present their projects form

ally and 

seriously on their official websites, but you seem
 

to take the opposite approach: fun, lighthearted, and 

goofy. W
hy is that im

portant to you? Your website 

is a hybrid between a professional architecture website 

and a personal blog. 

F: I personally cannot stand seriousness. I would go 

w
hacko on som

eone if they take them
selves too seriously. 

W
e design rigorously, but talk about it lightly. I don’t need 

to appear as this unique and sophisticated architect—

I just want to be honest. I think architects speak in 

congested words not because they are sm
arter than 

you, but because it is easier to use fam
iliar architectural 

term
s and skip explaining w

hat that really m
eans. 

I think the way we talk about our work is m
ore kind. 

It’s about being m
ore considerate. I don’t think anyone 

enjoys a conversation they can’t understand.

Are you fam
iliar w

ith the works of FAT or Jim
enez Lai? 

Their projects look fun. They are not shy w
ith colors 

and playful shapes in their form
s. W

hile you have a 

very playful approach in design, your buildings don’t 

necessarily look ‘fun’. How
 does ‘playfulness’ im

pact 

your designs? W
ould you ever toy w

ith playful figures? 

F: W
e enjoy those kind of projects too. But I think the 

difference between the W
est and here is that the 

W
est has a stronger and longer foundation in m

odern 

architecture. Perhaps their projects stand out by looking 

quirky because they’re playing upon a m
ore solid base. 

In contrast, Korea has a relatively shorter history in 

m
odern architecture, if anything it has been m

ostly 

driven by the developers. So we get a lot of quirky 

shapes w
ithout any m

eaning or know
ledge. I personally 

don’t think Korea lacks playful looking architecture. 

There is no hunger for playful shapes, rather, we 

genuinely lack legitim
ate buildings built w

ith rigor. 

W
e are interested in architecture that m

ay look m
ore 

basic, but designed and built w
ith rigor and charm

. 

How
 is the character of FHHH contributing to the 

architectural scene in Korea? 

F: W
e believe we are doing w

hat is necessary at the 

m
om

ent. Grow
ing up, we didn’t seen buildings built w

ith 

serious care and design. So w
hile it is im

portant us to 

have fun and w
it w

hile we work, we try to stay close to 

the fundam
entals. And it’s tough to find those kinds 

of buildings in Korea. This country sees architecture 

m
ore as m

onetary value than space. Although our cities 

are built in concrete, they lack ideas, and thus lack weight 

and im
portance. 

Do you feel, as architects, that you are exercising 

influence and m
aking changes? 

F: Even the Architect’s Association in Korea seem
 to be 

on the side of real estate. It really are the individual 

efforts of young architects like us, w
ho are starting from

 

sm
all projects, w

ho are creating resistance. Clients want 

to build cheap and quick. Although we have plenty of 

talented people out there, we know
 it w

ill take long tim
e 

for perceptions towards architecture to change. But I 

think people like our work because we are unassum
ing. 

If we get m
ore and m

ore people w
ho can relate to w

hat 

we do and appreciate architecture through our sm
all 

efforts, we can last longer in this battle. It’s tough to be 

honest, we question if the good days w
ill ever com

e. 

But as for you guys, please don’t just work in corporate 

settings. The structure doesn’t let good ideas you 

cultivate in school bloom
. I think one just needs to 

start a practice and persevere. Com
panies w

ill m
ake 

you com
fortable and dull. Design well, for sure. 

And m
ake work. 
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